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1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on June 7, 2006 has been entered. 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 
claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 
evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out 
the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) 
and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

3. Claims 1-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Squiller et al. 
('204 or '704) or Roesler ('195), each in view of Cai ('405) and Mormile et al. ('086). 

The primary references disclose aldimine/aspartate compounds, their production, and 
their use within polyisocyanate based polymeric systems, such as coatings and isocyanate 
addition products (prepolymers). The aldimine/aspartate compounds are produced by reacting 
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excess primary amine groups remaining on the aspartate with aldehyde. See abstracts and 
columns 2-9 within Squiller et al. See abstract and columns 1-5 within Roesler. 

4. Though the primary references are silent regarding the incorporation of ketimine groups, 
as opposed to aldimine groups, into the aspartate, the following positions are taken. Firstly, the 
position is taken that ketimine groups were known to be compatible with aspartates within 
polyisocyanate based polymeric systems. This position is supported by the teachings of Cai (see 
abstract) and Mormile et al. (see abstract and column 6, lines 63-66). Secondly, the position is 
taken that both aldimine and ketimine were known to have similar, if not equivalent, utilities as 
curatives within polyisocyanate based polymeric systems. This position is supported by the 
teachings of Mormile et al. (see abstract). Therefore, in view of these positions and the structural 
and chemical similarities of aldimine and ketimine, the position is ultimately taken that it would 
have been prima facie obvious to substitute ketimine groups for the aldimine groups of the 
aspartates of the primary references. 

5. The examiner has considered applicants' response and the 37 CFR 1. 132 declaration, 
filed June 7, 2006; however, the response is insufficient to overcome the prior art rejection. In 
light of the teachings within the secondary references concerning the use of aldimines or 
ketimines as curatives for polyisocyanate systems, including low VOC coating systems, 
applicants' arguments simply fail to establish that the substitution of ketimine groups for 
aldimine groups within the primary reference would not have been obvious. Applicants' 
arguments fail to refute the fact that both Cai and Mormile et al. teach the suitability of using 
ketimines or aldimines in polyisocyanate-based systems, such as low-VOC coating systems, and, 
in effect, establish their equivalency in terms of functioning as curatives. See column 4, lines 
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42+ within Cai. See abstract of Mormile et al. Applicants have argued that one of ordinary skill 
in the art would conclude from the teachings within the secondary references that ketimines are 
undesirable if VOC is to be minimized. The examiner has reviewed the secondary references 
and cannot agree with applicants' assessment of the prior art. As aforementioned, the position is 
taken that one of ordinary skill would conclude from the prior art that either aldimines or 
ketimines are suitable curatives for the disclosed coatings, wherein such coatings are sought to 
be and preferred to be low VOC. Applicants' arguments and, specifically, their declaration fail 
to set forth an adequate or convincing showing of unexpected results, in that examples have not 
been set forth that are commensurate in scope with the claims and comparative examples have 
not been set forth that are representative of the prior art. Furthermore, it is not seen that the 
declaration conclusively establishes that low-VOC coatings, as they are understood within the 
art, cannot be obtained using ketimines and the methods of the prior art. In summation, the 
evidence of obviousness is considered to far outweigh the evidence of non-obviousness. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to R. Sergent at telephone 
number (571)272-1079. 

R. Sergent t^J*^ Ji^^^ 

June 21 2006 ™™ SERGENT 

June 21,2006 PRIMARY EXAMINER 



